This paper examines the impact of sustainable development report (hereafter called SDR) on firm performance (hereafter called FP) in the Stock Exchange of Thailand on the year 2016. The questionnaires of Global Report Initiative are used for evaluation of SDR, while the FP is measured by both market and accounting performances. This paper finds that the relationship between SDR and FP is significantly positive for excellent corporate governance firms. The results are useful to regulators since they could make decisions about adjust regulations or give some incentives to encourage listed firms to perform better corporate governance and sustainable development practices. required to disclose the CSR section. There is also a significant increase in the number of activities and projects of listed firms.
INTRODUCTION
Both internal and external factors drive firm performance (hereafter called FP). These factors, for example, are behavioural and sociological paradigms, information technology and product innovation, and corporate governance (hereafter called CG). Recently, CG becomes more important; therefore, many prior papers, including Klapper and Love (2004) , Durnev and Kim (2005) , Bauer, Frijns, Otten, and Tourani-Rad (2008) , Bhagat and Bolton (2008) , and Akbar (2014) , report a positive relationship between CG and FP. Since a positive relationship is exist, it could be argued that good CG should lead to more corporate social responsibility (hereafter called CSR) and have a positive effect on the FP (Dimitropoulos & Vrondou, 2015; Eccles, Ioannou, & Serafeim, 2014; Goyal, Rahman, & Kazmi, 2013; Singal, 2014) . Corporate social responsibility (hereafter called CSR) in Thailand particularly seems to have become more important. The Stock Exchange of Thailand (hereafter called SET) has, for example, established the Corporate Governance Centre in 2002 to help listed firms develop their CG system by complying with international assessment regarding the improvement of CG (Corporate Governance Center, 2003) . Thai listed firms and related organisations consequently become more involved with CSR. This is supported by the additional sections on the disclosure reports and the annual report; however, it is not officially FP (Price et al., 2011; Swinkels, 2012; Thanjunpong, 2015) . Firstly, firm size (hereafter called SIZE) is measured by the natural logarithm of total assets. Secondly, financial leverage (hereafter called LEV) is calculated as the percentage of total debt to total assets for the differences in the financial structure of firms. Thirdly, return on assets (hereafter called ROA) is computed by dividing the net profit to total assets as an indicator of FP. In addition, this paper uses capital intensity (hereafter called CAP) by dividing the property, plant, and equipment to total assets as an indicator of firms' technology. CG, which is a dummy variable, is further used to separate between excellent and non-excellent CG firms. 3 The value of one is given to an excellent CG firm, which has five stars CG, while a non-excellent CG firm, which has less than five stars CG, is assigned the value of zero. Multiple regression technique is utilised to determine the relationship between SDR and FP as follows:
Additionally, this paper divides all firms into two sub-groups (excellent CG and non-excellent CG firms) to examine whether there are any differences in SDR on the FP (namely Tobin's (1969) Q and EPS) among excellent CG firms (Models 3.1 and 4.1) and non-excellent CG firms (Models 3.2 and 4.2). Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for all firms and two sub-samples for excellent and nonexcellent CG firms in the SET, based on Tobin's Q firms. It also reports the values of means and the tstatistic that examine mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms for all variables. The descriptive statistics show a mean value of Tobin's Q for all firms of 0.374%, while the mean Tobin's Q for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.498% and 0.352%, respectively. The results also show that Tobin's Q is not statistically significant difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms. The Tobin's Q for excellent CG firms is, however, higher when compared with non-excellent CG firms. Notes: Tobin's Q is the natural logarithm of equity market value add total liabilities for the year divided by the total assets; SRD is the GRI index score; SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets; LEV is the percentage of total debt to total assets; ROA is the percentage of net profit to total assets; CAP is the percentage of property, plant, and equipment to total assets; CG has the value of one when a firm has excellent CG scores and zero otherwise; One, two, and three asterisks indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 level, 0.05 level, and 0.01 level, respectively.
Model 3: Tobin's Q
i = β 0 + β 1 SRD i + β 2 SIZE i + β 3 LEV i + β 4 ROA i + β 5 CAP i Model 4: EPS i = β 0 + β 1 SRD i + β 2 SIZE i + β 3 LEV i + β 4 ROA i + β 5 CAP i
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The descriptive statistics in Table 1 show that the average value of SRD for all firms is 11.590, while the mean value for excellent CG firms are 13.960 and 11.170 for non-excellent CG firms. In addition, the t-statistic for mean difference of SRD between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance. The results show that excellent CG firms have better SRD than non-excellent CG firms do. Additionally, the mean value of SIZE for all firms is 22.606, while the mean value for excellent and nonexcellent CG firms are 24.014 and 22.351, respectively. The results for the t-statistic for mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance, which indicates that SIZE for excellent CG firms is greater than in non-excellent CG firms. Moreover, the average value of LEV for all firms is 0.439, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.497 and 0.428, respectively. The results for the t-statistic for mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance, which indicates that LEV for excellent CG firms is greater than in nonexcellent CG firms. However, the descriptive statistics for ROA for all firms is 0.038, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.057 and 0.035, respectively. Furthermore, the mean value of CAP for all firms is 0.034, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.329 and 0.342, respectively. The mean value of CG for all firms is 0.153. Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for the full and two sub-samples for both excellent and nonexcellent CG firms in the SET, based on EPS data. It also reports the values of mean and the t-statistics those examine the mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms for all variables. The descriptive statistics show a mean value of EPS for all firms of -0.499%, while the mean EPS for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.400% and -0.685%, respectively. The results also show that the EPS is statistically significant difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms. The EPS for excellent CG firms is, however, higher when compared with non-excellent CG firms. Notes: EPS is the natural logarithm of net income less dividends on preferred stock for the year divided by average outstanding shares; SRD is the GRI index score; SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets; LEV is the percentage of total debt to total assets; ROA is the percentage of net profit to total assets; CAP is the percentage of property, plant, and equipment to total assets; CG has the value of one when the firm has excellent CG scores and zero otherwise; One, two, and three asterisks indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 level, 0.05 level, and 0.01 level, respectively.
The descriptive statistics in Table 2 show that the average value of SRD for all firms is 11.980, while the mean value for excellent CG firms is 14.350 and 11.490 for non-excellent CG firms. In addition, the tstatistic for mean difference of SRD between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance. The results show that excellent CG firms have better SRD than non-excellent CG firms do. Additionally, the mean value of SIZE for all firms is 22.764, while the mean value for excellent and nonexcellent CG firms are 24.191 and 22.469, respectively. The results for the t-statistic for mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance, which indicates that SIZE for excellent CG firms is greater than in non-excellent CG firms. Moreover, the average value of LEV for all firms is 0.419, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.483 and 0.405, respectively. The results for the t-statistic for mean difference between excellent and non-excellent CG firms is statistical significance, which indicates that LEV for excellent CG firms is greater than in nonexcellent CG firms. However, the descriptive statistics for ROA for all firms is 0.072, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.074 and 0.072, respectively. Furthermore, the mean value of CAP for all firms is 0.335, while the mean value for excellent and non-excellent CG firms are 0.330 and 0.336, respectively. The mean values for CG for all firms is 0.172.
A Pearson product-moment correlation, as shown in Table 3 , is computed to examine the correlation among explanatory variables. The coefficient values are between 0.007 and 0.404. The correlation among variables is relatively low (below ± 0.700), indicating that multicollinearity problem is not exist (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010) . This paper further considers whether data has a normal distribution or not. According to Berenson, Levine and Krehbiel's (2012) statement, the sampling distribution become almost normal, regardless of shape of population since the sample size is large enough (n is greater than 30). The data of this paper, therefore, has a normal distribution. Notes: Tobin's Q is the natural logarithm of equity market value add total liabilities for the year divided by the total assets; EPS is the natural logarithm of net income less dividends on preferred stock for the year divided by average outstanding shares; SRD is the GRI index score; SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets; LEV is the percentage of total debt to total assets; ROA is the percentage of net profit to total assets; CAP is the percentage of property, plant, and equipment to total assets; CG has the value of one when the firm has excellent CG scores and zero otherwise; One, two, and three asterisks indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 level, 0.05 level, and 0.01 level, respectively.
As previously mentioned, multiple regression technique is used for analysing data and tests for hetero-scedasticity problem. According to the White's (1980) test, all models do not have a problem of hetero-scedasticity. The results in Table 4 show that the coefficient for SDR and FP is not statistically significant. It indicates that firms with good SDR could not achieve a high performance. When dividing all firms into two sub-groups (excellent and non-excellent CG firms), the result indicates that there is no significant relationship between SDR and FP for non-excellent CG firms. On the other hand, the relationship between SDR and FP for excellent CG firms are positively and statistically significant, since CG are associated with higher disclosure and transparency, higher accounting quality, and audit quality. Good SDR may, therefore, be able to increase the FP. This finding is similar to previous papers, including Klapper and Love (2004) , Durnev and Kim (2005) , Bauer et al. (2008) , Bhagat and Bolton (2008) , and Akbar (2014) .
Among the control variables, the relationship between SIZE and Tobin's Q is negatively and statistically significant, while the relationship between SIZE and EPS is positively and statistically significant for all firms. These effects are the same regardless of excellent and non-excellent CG firms. Similarly, the effects of LEV on Tobin's Q for all firms and two sub-samples of excellent and nonexcellent CG firms are positively and statistically significant, while the effects of LEV on EPS for all firms and non-excellent CG firms are negatively and statistically significant. The effects of ROA on the FP (both Tobin's Q and EPS) are, moreover, positive significance for both excellent and non-excellent CG firms. In addition, the effects of CAP on Tobin's Q for all firms and non-excellent CG firms are positively and statistically significant, while the effect of CAP on EPS for all firms is not statistically significant. The effect will further be the same when divided all firms into excellent and non-excellent CG firms. Finally, the relationship between CG and FP is positively statistical significance. Notes: Tobin's Q is the natural logarithm of equity market value add total liabilities for the year divided by the total assets; EPS is the natural logarithm of net income less dividends on preferred stock for the year divided by average outstanding shares; SRD is the GRI index score; SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets; LEV is the percentage of total debt to total assets; ROA is the percentage of net profit to total assets; CAP is the percentage of property, plant, and equipment to total assets; CG has the value of one when the firm has excellent CG scores and zero otherwise; Standard errors are given in parentheses; One, two, and three asterisks indicate statistical significance at the 0.10 level, 0.05 level, and 0.01 level, respectively.
CONCLUSION
This paper investigates the impact of SDR on the FP of listed firms, which exclude 58 financial firms, in the SET. The sample size consists of 340 firms, based only on the year 2016. The questionnaires of GRI are used for evaluation of SDR. The FP is also measured by both market and accounting performances (namely Tobin's (1969) Q and EPS). This paper finds that the SDR has no effects on the FP. Regarding control variable, the CG has positive effects on the FP. Moreover, the relationship between SDR and FP is significantly positive for excellent CG firms. The relationship is, however, weak and insignificant for non-excellent CG firms. Since the results are obtained from only one year of data, this implies that the FP would benefit from SDR over longer period (e.g., three years or more).
The results are useful to the SET and the Securities and Exchange Commission (hereafter called SEC). They could further make decisions about adjust regulations or give incentives to encourage Thai listed firms to perform better CG and SDR practices. Market regulators (both SET and SEC), for example, should focus on non-excellent CG firms and encourage them to improve their CG and SDR practices by giving them incentive to, as the results indicate that the relationship between SDR and FP for excellent CG firms are positively significant. ENDNOTES 1. The GRI index score is calculated from 18 separate criteria to quantify the overall of GRI principles from the Global Sustainability Standards Board (2013). The scorecard criteria span three sections of the GRI principles: Economic indicators have five criteria, environmental indicators have nine criteria, and social indicators have four criteria. 2. This score is adjusted to consider the subtleties of Thai laws and regulations. 3. This score is announced by the Thai Institute of Directors and calculated from 148 separate criteria to quantify the overall of Corporate Governance Principles from Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (2004). The scorecard criteria span five sections: the rights of shareholders (25%), equitable treatment of shareholders (15%), role of stakeholders (10%), disclosure and transparency (25%), and board responsibilities (25%).
